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ADMINISTRATOR. 
S., as guardian for V., filed a bill in equity against M., as 


administrator of S., to recover a distributive share of the 
estate of S., to which it was claimed that V. was entitled. 
P. and S. also filed a bill in equity against the admin- 
istrator and guardian, claiming said distributive share 
as purchasers of the same from V., and enjoining the 
administrator from paying said distributive share to the 
guardian, Pending these bills, the administrator moved 
the Court to grant an order allowing him to pay the fund 
in his hands into Court, to abide the final decree in said 
cases, which order was granted by the Court: 
Held, That the Court did right, Sessions vs. Mansfield... 9 


ALIMONY. 


Where, pending a libel for divorce, the parties, by deed of 
settlement between themselves and a trustee, have agreed 
upon a specific sum to be paid to the wife, annually, by 
the husband for her support and maintenance, and by the 
deed other property, such as a house and lot and ser- 
vants, is secured to the wife for the same purpose, the 
parties agreeing to live apart from each other, it is error 
in the Court to make provision by way of temporary al- 
imony. ‘This is certainly so, unless the amount allowed 
be accepted as a settlement pro tanto upon the annuity 
agreed to be paid in the deed of separation. J/eLaren 
08. MoLaren.....cccccecsecses sovecaestecsncensveseouane enatent 99 


ARREST OF JUDGMENT. 


Where an indictment charges a defendant with the offense 
of “adultery and fornication,” but contains specifications 
that the accused is a married man and committed the of- 
fense with a single woman, and the jary find the accused 
“guilty of adultery,” the verdict is good, and it is no 
ground to arrest the judgment, that the indictment fails 
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to charge that the woman was a free white woman, or 
that she was a woman of color, free or slave. Butt vs. 
The State seeeee eerene eeeeeeereaeeeeeee @ee@eersen @eeeevete @oereeew,~ evens e 56 


BAIL. 


Where bail has been taken in an action of trover, and a 
verdict rendered for the plaintiff, it is regular and legal 
for such plaintiff to enter and sign judgment against the 
defendant and his security, jointly, without scire facias 
or other proceeding. Mourning vs. Hodges et al.......+. . 104 


BAILEE. 


Where property is delivered to a common carrier or other 
bailee, to be carried to a designated place, and deposited 
in a warehouse, the fact that the bailee takes a receipt 
for the property from the warehouseman, in his own 
name, and hypothecates the receipt as security for his 
own debt, does not affect or change the title of the bailor. 


Richardson & Martin vg. Simith ....cccccrccccevccccccevsecees 95 


BAILMENT. 


Where property is delivered to a common carrier or other 
bailee, to be carried to a designated place, and deposited 
in a warehouse, the fact that the bailee takes a receipt 
for the property from the warehouseman, in his own 
name, and hypothecates the receipt as security for his 
own debt, does not affect or change the title of the bailor. 


Richardson & Martin vs. Smith........ Sic phieses 1h ANE Ee F - 95 


BLACK, WILLIAM F. 
Tribute to the memory Of.........eceseseeeee eksandinbikatexeinase QO 


CHARGE OF THE COURT. 


1. It was not error for the presiding Judge to decline to 
charge as requested, and to charge as he did in this case. 


Clark, trustee, vs. Way & Taylor.....sseeeeee sespnaeasedengys . 149 


2. A charge of the Court not warranted by the evidence is 
erroneous, and furnishes good ground for a new trial. 
Berry et al. vs. Cooper and another....... panes ‘eamndisiin 155 
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CONGRESS—POWER OF. 


1. The duty of defending the State, as far as he is capable, 
devolves on every citizen thereof, and a government in- 
stituted simply to administer the public affairs of organ- 
ized society, cannot release him from this obligation. 


Daley 00, LRRVR ncassensesneses sieleeeeanaees sanesaeuientile . 38 


2. In a government, invested with legislative power for the 
common weal, the Legislature cannot, by contract, divest 
itself or its successor, of any power necessary to the well 
being of the State. Ibid. 


3. It was competent and proper for the Congress of the 
Confederate States to appoint the tribunal for the exam- 
ination and adjudication of the question of the physical 
ability of persons for military duty in the field, provided 
for by the Act entitled “An Act to establish places for 
rendezvous for the ecamination of enrolled men,” approved 
11th October, 1862. Scott vs. Lazenby.....+..+000 secscenes, Lae 


4, The decisions of the tribunal or medical board provided 
for by said Act are final and conclusive, and the Courts 
cannot review them or go behind them, bid. 


5. The right of Congress to exercise its various grants of 
power, in the imposition of duties on a citizen of a State, 
and its exaction of his services, whenever it conflicts with 
the right of the State or the people, to use or employ the 
person or services of the citizen, to administer, execute 
or fill any office in either of the departments of the State, 
according to its Constitution and laws, must yield to the 
rights of the State as paramount. Andrews vs. Strong.. 166 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. 


1. The duty of defending the State, as far as he is capable, 
devolves on every citizen thereof, and a government in- 
stituted simply to administer the public affairs of organ- 
ized society, cannot release him from this obligation. 


Daly vs. Harris...... dhnen winnie + weneen ovedensennasees croceee | OO 


2. In a government, invested with legislative power for the 
common weal, the Legislature cannot, by contract, divest 
itself or its successor, of any power necessary to the well 


being of the State. bid. 


3. Exemption from military service, obtained by furnish- 
"ing a substitute, in accordance with the provisions of the ‘ 
Act of Congress, approved 16th April, 1862, which pro- 
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vides that “ persons not liable for duty may be received 
as substitutes for those who are, under such regulations 
as the Secretary of War may prescribe,” is not a right, 
vested by contract, which Congress may not violate or 
impair, but such exemption is a gratuitous privilege, re- 
vocable at the will of the Legislature that granted it. 
Ibid. 


4. The Act of the Congress of the Confederate States, ap- 
proved 5th January, 1864, which declares that ‘ no per- 
son shall be exempted from military service by reason of 
his having furnished a substitute,” is constitutional and 


valid. Ibid. 


5. The right of persons to have waters, in which they have 
an interest, flow as they have been accustomed, is an in- 
cident of property of which they cannot be deprived by 
statute, even for public use, without compensation. Per- 
sons vs. Hill & Thornton......-.. gaemnipnainnabacaitile dtockanaiienis 


6. It was competent and proper for the Congress of the Con- 
federate States to appoint the tribunal for the examina- 
tion and adjudication of the question of the physical abil- 
ity of persons for military duty in the field, provided for 
by the Act entitled “An Act to establish places for ren- 
devous for the examination of enrolled men,” approved 
1ith October, 1862. Scott vs. Lazenby....cececseesereees - 


7. The decisions of the tribunal or medical board provi- 
ded for by said Act are final and conclusive, and the 
Courts cannot review them or go behind them. did. 


8. The right of Congress to exercise its various grants of 
power, in the imposition of duties on a citizen of a State, 
and its exaction of his services, whenever it conflicts 
with the right of the State or the people, to use or em- 
ploy the person or services of the citizen, to administer, 
execute, or fill any office in either of the departments of 
the State, according to its Constitution and laws, must 
yield to the rights of the State as paramount. Andrews 
vs. Strong «.... sekendceineees ene susiews peters sheniisens ensaene 


CONSTRUCTION OF WILLS. 


1. D. made his will, in which he directed that all his prop- 
erty not specifically bequeathed should be kept together 
until his oldest child attained his majority, and that, in 
the meantime, his wife and children should receive a 
joint support out of the income of his estate. The tes- 
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tator further directed that when his oldest child became 
of age, his property should be divided between his wife 
and such of his children as were then living, delivering 
to the child thus becoming of age his full share. He 
further directed that the entire estate remaining, after 
delivering to the child arriving at full age his share, 
should be kept together for the benefit of his wife and 
minor children—a new division to be made as each child 
arrives at full age. Testator’s oldest child attained ma- 
jority and received his share of his father’s estate. The 
next oldest son died at nineteen years of age, and ona 
bill filed for directions: 


Held, That the oldest son was entitled to his part of the 


2. 


share that the second son would have been entitled to, if 
he had lived to be twenty-one years old, and that the re- 
mainder of such share should remain with the estate for 
the benefit of testator’s wife and minor children until 
another division occurred under the will. Daniel et al. 
v0, Deeg; C000 osccciccinesvncsemisin iene 


A clause in the will of a testator, directing that his 
place known as the Turner place, containing three hun- 
dred and fifty acres, more or less, shall be kept up by 
his executor, and that certain negroes named in the will 
shall be placed and kept on said place, and that the place 
and slaves shall belong to the executor, and that the 
slaves shall be treated with all kindness and humanity, 
and that provision shall be made for their support out of 
the proceeds of the testator’s other property, is obnoxious 
to the provisions of the Act of 1818, and, therefore, ut- 
terly null and void. Miller vs, Lewis....cccccccsessceeeee 


Testator, by the fifth item of his will, bequeathed to C. 
M., in special trust and confidence for his daughter, J. 
E., a tract of land, three negroes, three horses, two beds 
and furniture, and a side-saddle, By the sixth item he 
gave and bequeathed to his daughters, M. M. C., M. A. 
J. W. and J. E., in trust, all the rest and residue of his 
property which might belong to him, (not otherwise 
given away in his will) and, also, at the death of his wife, 
the property given to her, all to them and their children, 
share and share alike, and in the event of the death of 
either, the children to represent the mother. ‘Trustees 
for these daughters were appointed in the will. By the 
seventh item he expressed it to be his will and desire 
that all ready money and notes on hand at his death 
should be equally distributed between his wife and chil- 
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dren, the trustees to receive the childrens’ portion for 
their use, and the balance of his property equally divi- 
ded as aforesaid between his children, distributed by lot. 
At the date of the will and of testator’s death, his daugh- 
ter, J. E., was unmarried and without child or children, 
but she afterwards married and had three children and 
then died. Upon a bill filed for direction in executing 
the will: 


Held, That upon the death of testator, his daughter J. E. 


surviving him, took under the will an absolute estate in 
the property devised and bequeathed to her by the tes- 
tetor. Palmer vs. Matthews 66 Gh.cssccrccsrescssoces easaseee 


4, Testator, by the twelfth item of his will, devised and be- 


queathed to his daughter, J. EK. H., certain negroes, and 
a half interest in certain lands, : and then directed that all 
of said property should be “ vested and given in proper 

and legal manner, to his said daughter, and to her chil- 
dren, free from the debts or disposition of her then or 
any future husband. By the fifteenth item of the will 
the testator directed that certain other property should 
be given to his daughters, the said J. E. H. being one of 
them, and then added, the shares coming to my ‘several 
daughters and their children to be secured to them in 
legal manner and form, as has heretofore been directed 
and specified in this will: 


Held, That the said J. E. H. took an estate for life in all 


the property he bequeathed, remainder to her children 
born or to be born, Holt vs. Bowman et al......sc00 secon 


5. By the third clause of his will, testator bequeathed cer- 


tain property to his wife during her life or widowhood, 
and directed that upon her death or marriage the prop- 
erty should be equally divided, share and share alike, 
between his five sons, who are specifically named, and if 
either of said five sons should die without leaving issue 
at the time of his death, or born within nine months 
thereafter, then his said share in remainder is to be 
equally divided among the survivors, share and share 
alike. 


By the twelfth clause, he gave the entire residuum of his 


estate to be equally divided between his said five sons, 
share and share alike, and if either of them should die 
without leaving issue living at the time of his death, 
then his share to go to his surviving brothers and the 
child or children of such of them as may be dead—the 
division to be made when the youngest of the five sons 
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should arrive at twenty-one years of age, or at his death, 
should he die during his minority. 

After the death of testator’s wife, and after the youngest 
son had attained his majority, the property bequeathed 
by these two clauses of the will was divided between the 
five sons. Subsequently, one of the sons died, leaving 
no children surviving him, but leaving a widow: 

Held, That the son so dying, who, in his lifetime, received 
his share upon a division of the property, had an abso- 
lute estate in the share received by him, and that the 
same descended to his heirs-at-law, and did not go over 
to his surviving brothers. Bartlett vs. Bartlett et al...... 


COUNTY ORDERS. 


Orders absolute given by the Inferior Courts of the seve- 
ral counties in this State for the payment of money to 
other persons in liquidation of debts due by said Courts, 
draw interest just as other liquidated demands do. The 
Lh th: FRB 656 canensbicanesanigianns or seneneumovesennes . 


CRIMINAL LAW. 


Where an indictment charges a defendant with the offense 
of “adultery and fornication,” but contains specifications 
that the accused is a married man and committed the 
offense with a single woman, and the jury find the ac- 
cused “guilty of adultery,” the verdict is good, and it is 
no ground to arrest the judgment, that the indictment 
fails to charge that the woman was a free white woman, 
or that she was a woman of color, free or slave. Butt 
08, BRO BB. <scscecesccessnevcedessccatuasssencecsonnes nesonenene 


DENTON, R. W. 


Tribute to the memory of........ srauessonenninendieds sarmeeonens 


DEVISE AND LEGACY. 


1. D. made his will, in which he directed that all his prop- 
erty not specifically bequeathed should be kept together 
until his oldest child attained his majority, and that, in 
the meantime, his wife and children should receive a 
joint support out of the income of his estate. The tes- 
tator further directed that when his oldest child became 
of age, his property should be divided between his wife 
and such of his children as were then living, delivering 
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to the child thus becoming of age his full share. He 
further directed that the entire estate remaining, after 
delivering to the child arriving at full age his share, 
should be kept together for the benefit of his wife and 
minor children—a new division to be made as each child 
arrives at fullage. Testator’s oldest child attained ma- 
jority and received his share of his father’s estate. The 
next oldest son died at nineteen years of age, and ona 
bill filed for direction : 


Held, That the oldest son was entitled to his part of the 


share that the second son would have been entitled to, if 
he had lived to be twenty-one years old, and that the 
remainder of such share should remain with the estate 
for the benefit of testator’s wife and minor children until 
another division occurred under the will. Daniel vs. 
Duncan, administrator ........06 piciasiets ebelhiain errr wbniee 


. A clause in the will of a testator, directing that his place, 


known as the Turner place, containing three hundred 
and fifty acres, more or less, shall be kept up by his ex- 
ecutor, and that certain negroes named in the will shall 
be placed and kept on said place, and that the place and 
slaves shall belong to the executor, and that the slaves 
shall be treated with all kindness and humanity, and 
that provision shall be made for their support out of the 
proceeds of the testator’s other property, is obnoxious to 
the provisions of the Act of 1818, and, therefore, utterly 
null and void. Diller vs. Lewis...... anindamevennines ° 


. Testator, by the fifth item of his will, bequeathed to C. 


M., in special trust and confidence for his daughter, J. E., 
a tract of land, three negroes, three horses, two beds and 
furniture, and a side-saddle, By the sixth item he gave 
and bequeathed to his daughters, M. M.C., M. A. J. W. 
and J. E., in trust, all the rest and residue of his prop- 
erty which might belong to him, (not otherwise given 
away in his will,) and, also, at the death of his wife, the 
property given to her, all to them and their children, 
share and share alike, and in the event of the death of 
either, the children to represent the mother. Trustees 
for these daughters were appointed in the will. By the 
seventh item he expressed it to be his will and desire 
that all ready money and notes on hand at his death 
should be equally distributed between his wife and chil- 
dren, the trustees to receive the children’s portion for 
their use, and the balance of his property equally divi- 
ded as aforesaid between his children, distributed by lot. 
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At the date of the will and of testator’s death, his dangh- 
ter, J. E., was unmarried and without child or children, 
but she afterwards married and had three children, and 
then died. Upon a bill filed for direction in executing 
the will: 

Held, That upon the death of testator, his daughter, J. E., 
surviving him, took under the will an absolute estate in 
the property devised and bequeathed to her by the tes- 
tator. Palmer vs. Matthews et al.........+ otevies aenevhiine 


4, Testator, by the twelfth item of his will, devised and 
bequeathed to his daughter, J. E. H., certain negroes, 
and a half interest in certain lands, and then directed 
that all of said property should be “vested and given, 
in proper and legal manner, to his said daughter, and to 
her children, free from the debts or disposition of her 
then or any future husband.” By the fifteenth item of 
the will the testator directed that certain other property 
should be given to his daughters, the said J. K. H. be- 
ing one of them, and then added, the shares coming to 
my several daughters and their children to be secured to 
them in legal manner and form, as has heretofore been 
directed and specified in this will: 

Held, That the said J. E. H. took an estate for life in all 
the property he bequeathed, remainder to her children 
born or to be born. Holt vs, Bowman et al ..cceveceeeesens 


5. By the third clause of his will, testator bequeathed cer- 
tain property to his wife during her life or widowhood, 
and directed that upon her death or marriage the prop- 
erty should be equally divided, share and share alike, 
between his five sons, who are specifically named, and if 
either of said five sons should die without leaving issue 
at the time of his death, or born within nine months 
thereafter, then his said share in remainder is to be equal- 
ly divided among the survivors, share and share alike. 
By the twelfth clause, he gave the entire residuum of his 
estate to be equally divided between his said five sons, 
share and share alike, and if either of them should die 
without leaving issue living at the time of his death, then 
his share to go to his surviving brothers and the child 
or children of such of them as may be dead—the division 
to be made when the youngest of the five sons should ar- 
rive at twenty-one years of age, or at his death, should 
he die during his minority. 

After the death of testator’s wife, and after the youngest 
son had attained his minority, the property bequeathed 
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by these two clauses of the will was divided between the 
five sons. Subsequently, one of the sons died, leaving 
no children surviving him, but leaving a widow : : 

Held, That the son so dying, who, in his lifetime, received 
his share upon a division of the property, had an abso- 
lute estate in the share received by him, and that the 
same descended to his heirs-at-law, and did not go over 


to his surviving brothers. Bartlett vs. Bartlett et al...... 172 


DIVORCE AND ALIMONY. 


Where, pending a libel for divorce, the parties, by deed of 
settlement between themselves and a trustee, have agreed 
upon a specific sum to be paid to the wife, annually, by 
the husband for her support and maintenance and by the 
deed other property, such as a house and lot and servants, 
is secured to the wife for the same purpose, the parties 
agreeing to Jive apart from each other, it is error in the 
Court to make provision by way of temporary alimony. 
This is certainly so, unless the amount allowed be accep- 
ted as a settlement pro tanto upon the annuity agreed to 
be paid in the deed of separation. McLaren vs. ” MeLa- 


TEM ee vcccccsvccceccces eevee eeervescece e@eecceccee @eteceeeeeeseseresesese 


DOUGLASS, MARCELLUS. 


ee ie ire I Masa ssncnican derentninnisicciccnacrreasicnnie 


DUNSON, M. €. 


EQUITY. 


1. W. recovered a judgment against B. and the latter ex- 
cepted to the judgment, and his counsel being misled by 
a printed Court calendar in a newspaper, honestly thought 
that this Court met in Macon on the third instead of the 
fourth Monday in June, 1859. Acting upon this mis- 
take, the writ of error was made returnable to the Jan- 
uary term, 1860, instead of the June term, 1859, as the 
law requires, wherefore the writ of error was dismissed 
without a hearing upon the merits of the exceptions, 
Upon a bill for new trial alleging this mistake and its 
consequences : 

Held, That the facts furnished no ground for new trial. 
Bryan vs. Walton......+. 0 Oseeescesecrerncccecsoceecettecesresees ° 
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2. A Court of equity will not relieve a party from a judg- 
ment which he might have prevented but for his own 
negligence. Ibid. 


3. Newly discovered evidence that is uncertain in its char- 
acter, or simply goes to impeach the testimony given on 
the former trial, or is merely cumulative, or is not so ma- 
terial as that it would likely change the result of the 
case, or was available to the party before the trial, fur- 
nishes no good ground for a Court of equity to interpose 
by granting a new trial, Ibid. 

4, Payment of a part of the purchase price of land to a 
stranger, without the knowledge or consent of the ven- 
dor, and not subsequently ratified or adopted by him, is 
not such partial payment as entitles the vendee to relief 
in a Court of equity. Durham vs. Roberts... .cceeeeeeees 


5. The fact that a vendee may sustain loss by the insolven- 
cy of a vendor is no ground for relief in a Court of 
equity in a case where the vendee has subjected himself 
to such loss by his own culpable laches, or positive infi- 
delity to his contract. bid. 


6. To entitle a party to the specific performance of a con- 
tract, he must show that he has been in no default in 
failing to perform the agreement on his part, and that he 
has taken all proper steps towards such performance. 
Brown 00. Hityetiecs..c-ccersvecsvessececasattsoveveseesossecevees 


7. Possession of land under a contract for rent, cannot be 
claimed as a part performance of a contract for the pur- 
chase of such land. bid. 


8. Where a contract for the sale of land is made with com- 
plainant and another, specific performance will not be de- 
creed in favor of the former alone, unless some special 
reason be shown therefor. bid. 


9. In cases of waste, injunctions are allowed as a matter of | 


course, Jbid. 


10. An injunction against a projected canal and levee, on 
the ground that it interferes with or defeats benefits and 
advantages acquired by complainant from another levee 
previously built by him under contract with the feoffor 
of defendant ought not to be continued when the answer 
of defendant, and the affidavits accompanying it, show 
that the levee built by complainant was not construeted 
under said contract, or in accordance with it, or that, for 
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want of necessary repairs, said levee utterly fails to an- 
swer the purposes for which it was constructed. Persons 


vs. Hill & Thornton.........06+ kip ddecienseabiietediccs” siidaas , 


11. The diversion or obstruction of a watercourse, to the in- 
jury of another, is a private nuisance, which equity will 
arrest by injunction. bid. 


12. Courts of equity have concurrent jurisdiction with 
Courts of law in cases of private nuisance. Ibid. 


13. It is true that the granting or dissolving an injunction 
is ordinarily within the discretion of the Court below, 
yet where that discretion has been abused to the manifest 
injury of a party it is the duty of this Court to correct 
it. Ibid. 


14. Under the Judiciary Act of 1799, and the amendments 
thereto, Courts of law and Courts of equity have con- 
current jurisdiction in the settlement of partnership 
affairs and transactions between copartners, and the com- 
plainant may elect the forum in which his rights are to 
be litigated. Fountaine vs, Urquhart......cssccececsesceees ‘ 


15. Where one partner assigns his interest in the assets of 
an unsettled partnership to a third person, and draws an 
order upon his copartner, directing him to pay over to 
the assignee all moneys that may be due him on final set- 
tlement of the partnership affairs, the assignee is entitled 
to all the remedies for procuring a settlement which the 
drawer would have had against the drawee, if there had 
been no assignment, and he may maintain a biJl for ac- 
count against the drawee without making the drawer a 


party. Ibid. 
ESTATES. 


1, Testator, by the fifth item of his will, bequeathed to C. 
M., in special trust and confidence for his daughter, J. 
E, a tract of land, three negroes, three horses, two beds 
and furniture, and a side-saddle. By the sixth item he 
gave and bequeathed to his daughters, M. M. C., M. A. 
J. W. and J. E., in trust, all the rest and residue of his 
property which might belong to him, (not otherwise 
given away in his will,) and, also, at the death of his 
wife, the property given to her, all to them and their 
children, share and share alike, and in the event of the 
death of either, the children to represent the mother, 
‘Trustees for these daughters were appointed in the will. 
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By the seventh item, he expressed it to be his will and 
desire that all ready money and notes on hand at his 
death should be equally distributed between his wife and 
children, the trustees to receive the childrens’ portion for 
their use, and the balance of his property equally divided 
as aforesaid between his children, distributed by lot. 
At the date of the will and of testator’s death, his daugh- 
ter J. E. was unmarried and without child or children, 
but she afterwards married and had three children and 
then died. Upon a bill filed for direction in executing 
the will: 

Held, That upon the death of testator, his daughter, J. E. 
surviving him, took under the will an absolute estate in 
the property devised and bequeathed to her by the testa- 
tor. Palmer vs. Matthews et al...... edasnasonels sanowniinn «- @2 


2. Testator, by the twelfth item of his will, devised and 
bequeathed to his daughter, J. E. H., certain negroes, 
and a half-interest in certain lands, and then directed 
that all of said property should be “vested and given in 
proper and legal manner, to his said daughter, and to 
her children, free from the debts or disposition of her 
then or any future husband. By the fifteenth item of 
the will, the testator directed that certain other property 
should be given to his daughters, the said J. E. H. be- 
ing one of them, and then added, the shares coming to 
my several daughters and their children to be secured to 
them in legal manner and form, as has heretofore been 
directed and specified in this will: 

Held, That the said J. E. H. took an estate for life in all 
the property he bequeathed, remainder to her children 


born or to be born. Holt vs. Bowman & Ousley........ - 129 


3. By the third clause of his will, testator bequeathed cer- 
tain property to his wife during her life or widowhood, 
and directed that upon her death or marriage the prop- 
erty should be equally divided, share and share alike, be- 
tween his five sons, who are specifically named, and if 
either of said five sons should die without leaving issue 
at the time of his death, or born within nine months 
thereafter, then his said share in remainder is to be equally 
divided among the survivors, share and share alike. 

By the twelfth clause, he gave the entire residuum of his 
estate to be equally divided between his said five sons, 
share and share alike, and if either of them should die 
without leaving issue living at the time of his death, 
then his share to go to his surviving brothers and the 


VoL, xxx. (A) 15, 
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child or children of such of them as may be dead—the 
division to be made when the youngest of the five sons 
should arrive at twenty-one years of age, or at his death, 
should he die during his minority. 

After the death of testator’s wife, and after the youngest 
son had attained his majority, the property bequeathed 
by these two clauses of the will was divided between the 
five sons, Subsequently, one of the sons died, leaving 
no children surviving him, but leaving a widow : 

Held, That the son so dying, who, in his lifetime, received 
his share upon a division of the property, had an abso- 
Jute estate in the share received by him, and that the 
same descended to his heirs-at-law, and did not go over 
to his surviving brothers. Bartlett vs. Bartlett et al...... 


ESTOPPEL. 


If a citizen, being enrolled as a conscript, applies for a de- 
tail on the ground that he is the manager of two planta- 
tions on which there is a large number of slaves, and the 
detail is refused, he is not estopped by such application 
from afterwards claiming exemption from military ser- 
vice asa skilled mechanic, habitually working for the 
public. Gates v8. MoManus.....000ssccrccccconsseosesveserese 


EVIDENCE. 


1. On the trial of slaves or free persons of color in this 
State, the husband or wife is not adinissible as a witness 
for or against each other. William (a slave) vs. The State. 


2. The certificate of the clerk, on the back of a deed, as to 
the fact and date of registration being so written as to 
render the date doubtful and uncertain, and it being ma- 
terial to show the true date, a copy of the deed with the 
fact and date of registration taken from the record and 
duly certified, was offered in evidence to show said date, 
and the evidence was rejected by the Court: 

Held, That the Court erred. Clark vs. Way & Taylor... 

3. Although it is irregular to allow a witness, in speaking 
of a paper, to give it a specific name, or to give an opin- 
ion as to its tenor and effect, yet if the paper be after- 
wards introduced in evidence and submitted to the jury, 
the irregularity is cured. Berry et al. vs. Cooper and 
QO civniscinscsnievisesaernianitendins deena tedeilal snake siades 


4, The mere silence of a party when a paper is handed to 
him is no evidence of the ratification of the transaction 
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evidenced by the paper, where the person handing the 
paper is not one to whom dissent would be appropriately 
expressed, Ibid. 


5. Irrelevant testimony that does not go to elucidate the 
pending issue, ought to be excluded by the Court. Ibid. 


EXEMPTIONS—MILITARY. 


1. Exemption from military service, obtained by furnish- 
ing a substitute, in accordance with the provisions of the 
Act of Congress, approved 16th April, 1862, which 
provides that “persons not liable fur duty may be re- 
ceived as substitutes for those who are, under such regu- 
lations as the Secretary of War may prescribe,” is not a 
right, vested by contract, which Congress may not violate 
or impair, but such exemption is a gratuitous privilege 
revocable at the will of the Legislature that gee it. 


Daag 06. TRANG vieviscssecstivescesiteremninneiaaetats . 38 


2. The Act of the Congress of the Confederate States, ap- 
proved 5th January, "1864, which declares that “ no per- 
son shall be exempted from military service by reason of 
his having furnished a substitute,” is constitutional and 


valid. Ibid. 


3. If a citizen, being enrolled as a conscript, applies for a 
detail on the ground that he is the manager of two plan- 
tations on which there is a large number of slaves, and 
the detail is refused, he is not estopped by such applica- 
tion from afterwards claiming exemption from military 
service as a skilled mechanic, habitually working for the 


public. Gates vs. McoManus.........c0++ secsseseees ebiaased . 67 


4. Under the Act of Congress of the Confederate States, 
approved May Ist, 1863, entitled “(An Act to repeal cer- 
tain clauses of an Act entitled an Act to exempt certain 
persons from military service, elc., approved 11th October, 
1862,” the person claiming exemption from military ser- 
vice must be employed and acting as an overseer on a 
farm or plantation, the sole property of a minor, a per- 
son of unsound mind, a feme sole, or a person absent 
from home in the military or naval service of the Con- 
federacy, on which there are twenty or more slaves; and 
he must have been so employed and acting previous to 
16th April, 1862. The owner of the plantation and 
slaves cannot claim the exemption simply because he is 
his own overseer. Hooks vs, Harris........ 4: winintens vient . 8l 
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GARDNER, THOMAS. 


Tribute to the memory Of.........seccscccccccssccccccescccees shikai 


HUSBAND AND WIFE. 


-1, On the trial of slaves or free persons of color in this 


State, the husband or wife is not admissible as a witness 
for or ayainst each other. William (a slave) vs. The 
State eeeeeeee . @eeeeeaee eeeeeereee @eeeeveeeseeseeeees @eeeeeeeteeeese ee 


2. A marriage settlement, duly recorded within the time 
prescribed by law, in the county of the residence of the 
husband, need not be again recorded in the county or 
counties to which the husband may subsequently remove. 
The first registration, if properly done, is sufficient. 
Clark, trustee, vs. Way & Taylor........ edseiens peshbehienens 


INDICTMENT. 


Where an indictment charges a defendant with the offense 
of “adultery and fornication,” but contains specifications 
that the accused is a married man and committed the of- 
fense with a single woman, and the jury find the accused 
“guilty of adultery,” the verdict is good, and it is no 
ground to arrest the judgment, that the indictment fails 
to charge that the woman was a free white woman, or 
that she was a woman of color, free or slave. Butt vs. 


PAs MM iiciscenvnssnsses RRO vey AVON Pred Mere POTS ere 
INJUNCTION. 

1. In cases of waste, injunctions are allowed as a matter of 

course. Brown v8. Hayes.......0secsecees haktdebitechaabineaas 


2. An injunction against a projected canal and levee, on the 
ground that it interferes with or defeats benefits and ad- 
vantages acquired by complainant from another levee 
previously built by him under contract with the feoffor 
of defendant ought not to be continued when the answer 
of defendant and the affidavits accompanying it, show 
that the levee built by complainant was not constructed 
under said contract, or in accordance with it, or that, for 
want of necessary repairs, said levee utterly fails to an- 
swer the purpose for which it was constructed. Persons 
vs, Hill & Thornton......0. ssevccceses kupienueeadiins enacted 

3. The diversion or obstruction of a water course, to the 
injury of another, is a private nuisance, which equity 
will arrest by injunction. bid. 
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4, It is true that the granting or dissolving an injunction 
is ordinarily within the discretion of the Court below, 
yet where that discretion has been abused to the manifest 
injury of a party, it is the duty of this Court to correct 
it. Ibid. 


INTEREST. 


Orders absolute given by the Inferior Courts of the several 
counties in this State for the payment of money to other 
persons in liquidation of debts due by said Courts, draw 
interest just as other liquidated demands do. The State 
C0; BOO snseseivnsevs:seesestienmbactieenatab cana tele 93 


INTERPLEADER. 


S., as guardian for V., filed a bill in equity against M., as 
administrator of S., to recover a distributive share of 
the estate of S., to which it was claimed that V. was en- 
titled. P. and S. also filed a bill in equity against the 
administrator and guardian, claiming said distributive 
share as purchasers of the same from V., and enjoining 
the administrator from paying said distributive share to 
the guardian. Pending these bills, the administrator 
moved the Court to grant an order allowing him to pay 
the fund in his hands into Court, to abide the final de- 
cree in said cases, which order was granted by the Court: 


Held, That the Court did right. Sessions vs. Mansfield... 9 


JUDGMENT. 
A Court of equity will not relieve a party from a judgment 
which he might have prevented but for his own negli- 
gence. Bryan vs. Walton, adir’r......cccecessccecerseceeees 11 


JURISDICTION. 


Under the Judiciary Act of 1799, and the amendments 
thereto, Courts of law and Courts of equity have con- 
current jurisdiction in the settlement of partnership 
affairs and transactions between copartners, and the eom- 
plainant may elect the forum in which his rights are to 
be litigated. Fouwntaine vs. Urquhart....csccecsesecececeeees 184 


LEGACY. See Devise and Legacy. 


LIQUIDATED DEMANDS. 
See County Orders ; Interest. 
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MANUMISSION. 


A clause in the will of a testator, directing that his place 
known as the Turner place, containing three hundred 
and fifty acres more or less, shall be kept up by his ex- 
ecutor, and that certain negroes named in the will shall 
be placed and kept on said place, and that the place and 
slaves shall belong to the executor, and that the slaves 
shall be treated with all kindness and humanity, and that 
provision shall be made for their support out of the pro- 
ceeds of the testator’s other property, is obnoxious to the 
provisions of the Act of 1818, and, therefore, utterly 
null and void. Diller vs. Lewis...... emncerceexsenunneccsesso OE 


MARRIAGE SETTLEMENT. 


A marriage settlement, duly recorded within the time pre- 
scribed by law, in the county of the residence of the 
husband, need not be again recorded in the county or 
counties to which the husband may subsequently remove. 
The first registration, if properly done, is sufficient. 


Ce i FR i ies incense nste anne sncentecsess patina 149 





MILITARY SERVICE. 


1. The duty of defending the State, as far as he is capable, 
devolves on every citizen thereof, and a government in- 
stituted simply to administer the public affairs of organ- 
ized society, cannot release him from this obligation. Da- 

OF Wb. TNE on ccassasessenascesvasesnensvessinexcentatsessesescen BO 


2. Exemption from military service, obtained by furnish- 
ing a substitute, in accordance with the provisions of the 
Act of Congress, approved 16th April, 1862, which pro- 
vides that “ persons not liable for duty may be received 
as substitutes for those who are under such regulations 
as the Secretary of War may prescribe,” is not a right 
vested by contract, which Congress may not violate or 
impair, but such exemption is a gratuitous privilege, re- 
vocable at the will of the Legislature that granted it. 


Ibid. 


3. If a citizen, being enrolled as a conscript, applies for a 
detail on the ground that he is the manager of two plan- 
tations on which there is a large number of slaves, and 
the detail is refused, he is not estopped by such applica- 
tion from afterwards claiming exemption from military 
service as a skilled mechanic, habitually working for the 
peatilic. ‘Gales 06. MCMANUS... <csoiics srcscesece ssescnncnens . 
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4, Under the Act of Congress of the Confederate States, 
approved May Ist, 1863, entitled “ An Act to repeal 
certain clauses of an Act entitled an Act to exempt certain 
persons from military service, etc., approved 11th October, 
1862,” the person claiming exemption from military ser- 
vice must be employed and acting as an overseer on a 
farm or plantation, the sole property of a minor, a per- 
son of unsound mind, a feme sole, or a person absent 
from home in the military or naval service of the Con- 
federacy, on which there are twenty or more slaves. And 
he must have been so employed and acting previous to 
16th April, 1862. The owner of the plantation and 
slaves cannot claim the exemption simply because he is 
his own overseer, Hooks vs. Harris.....ccccce ceceeeceeeee 


5. It was competent and proper for the Congress of the 
Confederate States to appoint the tribunal for the exam- 
ination and adjudication of the question of the physical 
ability of persons for military duty in the field, provided 
for by the Act entitled “ An Act to establish places for 
rendezvous for the examination of enrolled men,” approved 
11th October, 1862. Scott vs. Lazenby.....cccceerceseeeeee 


6. The decisions of the tribunal or medical board provided 
for by said Act are final and conclusive, and the Courts 
cannot review them or go behind them. Jbid. 


7. A soldier who has been regularly enrolled and mustered 
into the military service of the Confederate States, and 
who, pending such service, is elected, commissioned and 
qualified a Justice of the Peace in this State, is entitled 
to be discharged from such military service. Andrews 
00. MBP REG ices; scsnnenenncesscguenandagunisnantesemsanieudeaiidl 


MISTAKE. 

W. recovered a judgment against B., and the latter excepted 
to the judgment, and his counsel being misled by a print- 
ed Court calendar in a newspaper, honestly thought that 
this Court met in Macon on the third instead of ¢he 
fourth Monday in June, 1859. Acting upon this mis- 
take, the writ of error was made returnable to the Jan- 
uary term, 1860, instead of the June term, 1859, as the 
law requires, wherefore the writ of error was dismissed 
without a hearing upon the merits of the exceptions. 
Upon a bill for new trial, alleging this mistake and its 
consequences : 

Held, That the facts furnished no ground for new trial. 
Bryan. 00. Wabtot... cess scevsvsaviss saaseivsaniedeepanssste tes 
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MONTFORT, THEODORIC. 


NEWLY DISCOVERED EVIDENCE. 


Newly discovered evidence that is uncertain in its charac- 
ter, or simply goes to impeach the testimony given on 
the former trial, or is merely cumulative, or is not so ma- 
terial as that it would likely change the result of the 
case, or was available to the party before the trial, furn- 
ishes no good ground for a Court of equity to interpose 
by granting a new trial. Bryan vs, Walton... 11 





NEW TRIAL. 


1. W. recovered a judgment against B. and the latter ex- 
cepted to the judgment, and his counsel being misled 
by a printed Court calendar in a newspaper, honestly 
thought that this Court met in Macon on the third in- 
stead of the fourth Monday in June, 1859. Acting upon 
this mistake, the writ of error was made returnable to 
the January term, 1860, instead of the June term, 1859, 
as the law requires, wherefore the writ of error was dis- 
missed without a hearing upon the merits of the excep- 
tions. Upon a bill for new trial alleging this mistake 
and its consequences: 

Held, That the facts furnished no good ground for new 
trial. Bryan vs. Walton........ pienethiad idibiebnwds nendebeien 11 


2. Newly discovered evidence that is uncertain in its char- 
acter, or simply goes to impeach the testimony given 
on the former trial, or is merely cumulative, or is not so 
material as that it would likely change the result of the 
case, or was available to the party before the trial, furn- 
ishes no good ground for a Court of equity to interpose 
by granting a new trial. Ibid. 


3. Where there is testimony on both sides of a question, 
and the Court below, who has an opportunity of seeing 
and fiearing all the witnesses, renders what seems to be 
an impartial judgment on the question, this Court will 
not disturb the judgment, especially when five of the 
witnesses introduced by the party complaining of the 
judgment were his near relatives by blood and marriage. 
Connell vs. Leonard ...... eneenesene onmnnnap eyenmes ee 58 


4, A charge of the Court not warranted by the evidence is 
erroneous, and furnishes good ground for a new trial. 
Berry et al. vs. Cooper and another....seuserevee coeeeorecees 155 
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5. New trial refused in this case. Chapman vs Chatman.. 
6. New trial granted in this case. Rutherford vs Railey... 


NON-SOUIT. — 


The judgment in this case was reversed because the Court 
below erred in awarding a non-suit. Rutherford vs. 


Ratley.....006 saga haenaceca acacia pean Aires sdiashegesiaietdiedd 
NUISANCE. 


1. The diversion or obstruction of a water course, to the 
injury of another, is a private nuisance, which equity 
will arrest by injunction, Persons vs. Hill and Thorn- 
CON. o00- ove eeccccccecccccoe eveccccees coccceveceeee oe veeeees seceeee : 


2. Courts of equity have concurrent jurisdiction with 
Courts of law in cases of private nuisance. Ibid. 


PARTIES. 


Where one partner assigns his interest in the assets of an 
unsettled partnership to a third person, and draws an or- 
der upon his copartner, directing him to pay over to the 
assignee all moneys that may be due him on final settle- 
ment of the partnership affairs, the assignee is entitled 
to all the remedies for procuring a settlement which 
the drawer would have had against the drawee, if there 
had been no assignment, and he may maintain a bill for 
account against the drawee without making the drawer a 
party. Fountaine vs. Urquhart.....+.- bitaweed db decsbeodeccs 


PARTNERS AND PARTNERSHIP. 


1. Under the Judiciary Act of 1799, and the amendments 
thereto, Courts of law and Courts of equity have concur- 
rent jurisdiction in the settlement of partnership affairs 
and transactions between copartners, and the complain- 
ant may elect the forum in which his rights are to be 
litigated. Fountaine vs. Urquhart.........+ nkadestid basohoen 


2. Where one partner assigns his interest in the assets of an 
unsettled partnership to a third person, and draws an 
order upon his copartner, directing him to pay over to 
the assignee all moneys that may be due him on final 
settlement of the partnership affairs, the assignee is enti- 
tled to all the remedies for procuring a settlement which 
the drawer would have had against the drawee, if there 
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had been no assignment, and he may maintain a bill for 
account against the drawee without making the drawer a 


party. Ibid. 
PATTON, JOHN M. 


Tribute to the memory Of..........eeeeee p taeenanvartenaeecéevests 


PAYMENT. 


Payment of a part of the purchase price of Jand to a stran- 
ger, without the knowledge or consent of the vendor, 
and not subsequently ratified or adopted by him, is not 
such partial payment as entitles the vendee to relief in a 
Court of equity. Durham vs. Roberts......0+.cse0e csebes 


PLANE, WILLIAM F. 


Detonbe 0 Ee WOOLY OE. onserietsncacescccenscesencenscesonis ° 


PRACTICE OF SUPERIOR COURT. 


Where bail has been taken in an action of trover, and a 
verdict rendered for the plaintiff, it is regular and legal 
for such plaintiff to enter and sign judgment against the 
defendant and his security, jointly, without scire facias or 
other proceeding. Mourning vs. Hodges et al.......see0e0 


PRIVITY. 


A case in which the judgment of the Court below was re- 
versed because the Court decided that there was no pri- 
vity between the parties. Rutherford vs. Railey........+ 


PUBLIC DEFENSE. 
See Military Service, 1; Constitutional Law, 1 
SALES. 


A sale of property in “ market overt” does not change the 
title of the rightful owner, if made without his author- 
ity. Richardson & Martin vs, Smith s.ccccece coeveceeeees 


SLAVES. 


On the trial of slaves or free persons of color in this State, 
the husband or wife is not admissible as a witness for or 
against each other. Wailiam (a slave) vs. The State...... 


See Manumission, 


199 


123 


199 


104 


196 


95 








INDEX. 227 





SLOAN, FRANCIS. 
Tribute to the memory of.......... a daeaete yeckvenedeuseniae i aan 


SMITH, LEVI B. 


199 Tribute to the memory Of..........s.cceceres cseee sienasiniens su . 199 


SMITH, ROBERT A. 
Tribute to the memory Of........c...seeeeeee oassesekenxexesewamine ann 


SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE. 


1. Payment of a part of the purchase price of land to a 
stranger, without the knowledge or consent of the ven- 
dor, and not subsequently ratified or adopted by him, is 
not such partial payment as entitles the vendee to relief 
in a Court of equity. Durham vs. Roberts...-..+..00se00 . 123 


2. Mere possession of Jand contracted for will not be deemed 
part performance of the contract, if such possession be 
obtained wrongfully by the vendee, or if it be wholly 
independent of the contract. Ibid. 


3. To entitle a party to the specific performance of a con- 
tract, he must show that he has been in no default in 
failing to perform the agreement on his part, and that he 
has taken all proper steps towards such performance. 
Brown vs. Hayes....+.+ eh Tr RRR MNES nT ON et Ldeubdbless . 136 


4, Possession of land under a contract for rent, cannot be 
claimed as a’ part performance of a contract for the pur- 
chase of such land. Ibid. 

5. Where a contract for the sale of land is made with com- 
plainant and another, specific performance will not be 
decreed in favor of the former alone, unless some special 
reason be shown therefor. Ibid. 
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STAKEHOLDER. 


8., as guardian for V., filed a bill in equity against M., as 
administrator of S., to recover a distributive share of the 
estate of S., to which it was claimed that V. was entitled. 
P. and S. also filed a bill in equity against the adminis- 
trator and guardian, claiming said distributive share as 
purchasers of the same from V., and enjoining the ad- 
ministrator from paying said distributive share to the 
guardian, Pending these bills, the administrator moved 
the Court to grant an order allowing him to pay the fund 
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in his hands into Court, to abide the final decree in said 
ceases, which order was granted by the Court: 


Held, That the Court did right. Sessions vs, Mansfield..... 9 


STATES—RIGHTS OF. 
See Constitutional Law, 8. 


SUBSTITUTES—MILITARY. 
See Military Service, 2. 


TENDER. 


Tender, to be effectual, must be made in such funds or cur- 
rency as the payee has a legal right to demand. Durham 
C0 BIN casnsccscencinuensians hcnuseeiaen AAO binantibedns 123 


TESTAMENTARY CAPACITY. 


1. The testator must be mentally, as well as bodily pres- 
ent, at the attestation of his will, and the onus of estab- 
lishing this fact is on the propounder. Ragan vs. Ragan. 106 


2. To make a valid will the testator must be capable of 
bringing in mental review, with proximate accuracy, the 
property subject to his testamentary disposition, as well 
as his family relations, and of comprehending the claims 
and obligations naturally suggested by such review. Ibid. 


3. This case distinguished from that of Hall vs. Hall, 18 
Georgia, 40. Ibid. 


TITLE. 


1. Where property is delivered to a common carrier or 
other bailee, to be carried to a designated place, and de- 
posited in a warehouse, the fact that the bailee takes a 
receipt for the property from the warehouseman, in his 
own name, and hypothecates the receipt as security for 
his own debt, does not affect or change the title of the 
bailor. Richardson & Martin vs. Smith....ccceeeceeeeeeens 95 


2. A sale of property in “market overt” does not change 
the title of the rightful owner, if made without his au- 
thority. bid. 
TRACY, PHILEMON. 
Tribute to the memory of........ siceuaees psiieanese peewexwianadinn . 199 
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TROVER. 


Where bail has been taken in an action of trover, and a 
verdict rendered for the plaintiff, it is regular and legal 
for such plaintiff to enter and sign judgment against the 
defendant and his security, jointly, without scire facias 
or other proceeding. Mourning vs. Hodges et al.....+0+ 


VERDICT. See Criminal Law. 


WASTE. 
In cases of waste, injunctions are allowed as a matter of 
course. Brown v8. Hayes....ceccccccscerscevees oseecibensen ee 


WATER COURSES. 


1. The diversion or obstruction of a water course, to the 
injury of another, is a private nuisance, which equity 
will arrest by injunction. Persons vs Hill & Thornton. 


2. The right of persons to have waters, in which they have 
an interest, flow as they have been accustomed, is an in- 
cident of property of which they cannot be deprived by 
statute, even for public use, without compensation. did. 


WILLIAMS, CHARLES J. 


Tribute to the memory of.......+. hananaee ehenacannisecaomsennanki 


WILLS. 


1. D. made his will, in which he directed that all his prop- 
erty not specifically bequeathed should be kept together 
until his oldest child attained his majority, and that, in 
the meantime, his wife and children should receive a 
joint support out of the income of his estate. The tes- 
tator further directed that when his oldest child became 
of age, his property should be divided between his wife 
and such of his children as were then living, delivering 
to the child thus becoming of age his full share. He 
further directed that the entire estate remaining, after 
delivering to the child arriving at full age his share, 
should be kept together for the benefit of his wife and 
minor children—a new division to be made as each child 
arrives at full age. Testator’s oldest child attained ma- 
jority and received his share of his father’s estate. The 
next oldest son died at nineteen years of age, and on a 
bill filed for direction : 
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Held, That the oldest son was entitled to his part of the 
share that the second son would have been entitled to, if 
he had lived to be twenty-one years old, and that the re- 
mainder of such share should remain with the estate for 
the benefit of testator’s wife and minor children until an- 
other division occurred under the will. Daniel vs. Dun- 





. Where a will is signed by another for the testator, and 
by his direction, how and by whom must the authority 
to sign be proved? Ragan vs. Ragan.....+0 +++ oneseepncs 


. After the execution and attestation of a codicil to a will, 
it was suggested that it did not express the wishes of the 
testator. By questioning him on the subject, it was as- 
certained that the codicil, as executed and attested, did 
not conform to testator’s wishes in two material particu- 
lars. By erasure and interlineation, the codicil was 
changed in these particulars, and a note thereof made 
below the signature of the testator, which note was 
signed by the witnesses of tlie codicil, but not by the tes- 
tator, either in person or by another by his direction : 

Held, That the codicil was not executed according to law. 
Ibid. 

4, The testator must be mentally, as well as bodily present, 
at the attestation of his will, and the onus of establish- 
ing this fact is on the propounder. bid. 


. To make a valid will the testator must be capable of 
bringing in mental review, with proximate accuracy, the 
property subject to his testamentary disposition, as well 
as his tamily relations, and of comprehending the claims 
and obligations naturally suggested by such review. 
Ibid. 

6. This case distinguished from that of Hall vs. Hall, 18 
Georgia, 40. Ibid. 


See Devise and Legacy, 2, 3, 4, 5. 
WITNESSES. 





On the trial of slaves or free persons of color, the husband 
or wife is not admissible as a witness for or against each 
other. William (a slave) vs. The State ....+00 











